This review consolidates research on innovation enablers for innovation teams, defined within this research as factors that enable a crossfunctional team within an organization to conduct innovation work, to provide a deeper understanding of what factors enable innovation teams to conduct innovation work, which means that this research involves three areas to provide a holistic picture: the organizational context, the team itself, and the individuals within the innovation team. A systematic database search was conducted in which 208 relevant articles were identified and analyzed thematically way. Twenty innovation enablers related to innovation teams were identified: . This review contributes to prior research a deeper understanding of what key factors enable innovative work for innovation teams. Suggestions of both academic and practical use for the identified innovation enablers are included in this review, and direction for future research is suggested.
Introduction
emerge through a number of stages throughout which one of the main tasks is to have a common goal to reach (Tuckmann and Jensen, 1977; Wheelan, 2013) , but as the emergence process and related team status are not focused upon in this review, the term "team" is used regardless of it current status. Therefore, the definition of an innovation team is a team with the purpose of conducting innovation work within an organization. However, within the research conducted, the term "group" was included in the literature review to ensure no relevant articles were excluded.
Why enablers and not barriers?
Is an innovation enabler the opposite of an innovation barrier? Research shows that, for example, some barriers to innovation constitute financial constraints and limited budget, resistance to change, no time for innovation work (Hassainen and Dale, 2012; Orcutt and AlKadri, 2009; ) or bureaucracy (Adams et al., 2006; Amabile 1998; Backström and Olson, 2010; López-Fernández et al., 2011) . On the other hand, in the way that innovation is defined one can understand it as a complex situation to handle, and one could expect problems (barriers) to appear along the way. Problems can in some cases even be seen as a positive to innovation work, as they require creative solutions that might lead to completely new solutions (Johnsson, 2009) . Two methods to apply to innovation work are suggested by Ottosson (2012) : the first is to deliberately aim to solve 80% of a work task and leave the remaining 20% to be solved later on. This method means that problems of different kinds can be left to be solved at better times or when new knowledge concerning the work task is generated; the second methodology is to compare innovation work to running water. As running water passes rocks or other obstacles "without problem," one can use the same metaphor when conducting innovation work. Chose another path if obstacles bar the current path. The bottom line is this: Do not let problems, barriers, hindrances, roadblocks, or holdups of any other description stop the team from reaching the goal. Instead, "just take another path." My conclusion is that barriers to innovation are just a part of the innovation team's process to handle, finding solutions whenever they appear. For that reason, this review focuses only on innovation enablers. synonyms derived from these first synonyms, using the same tool. This process was iterative, whereby one synonym led to another. No consideration was made of whether the synonyms were likely to be used or not in the research. When the synonym tool could not suggest any more synonyms, the keywords were rephrased to cover a broader area (e.g. "innovation enablers" and "enablers for innovation"). In total 47 keywords to cover "innovation enablers" were identified. The search-engine Summon was used to test and clarify what keywords were to be used in the following full-scale search, which resulted in an adjusted list of 24 keywords. 1 "innovation enablers" 2 "innovation facilitators"
3 "innovation drivers" 4 "innovation promoters" 5 "innovation supporter" 6 "innovation pros" 7 "innovation incentives" 8 "innovation encourager" 9 "encouraging innovation" 10 "innovation inspiration" 11 "innovation creators" 12 "innovation boosts" 13 "innovation spurs" 14 "innovation inducements" 15 "innovation impetuses" 16 "innovation impulses" 17 "innovation motivators"
18 "innovation stimulus"
19 "stimulating innovation" 20 "motivating innovation" 21 "boosting innovation" 22 "creating innovation" 23 "supporting innovation" 24 "enabling innovation"
As the context of innovation teams include the perspective of the organization, the team and the members of the team, a list of 27 keywords based on synonyms for JIM 5, 3 (2017) "organization," "management," "innovation team" and "individuals" was developed by using the same tool as that used to generate synonyms for "innovation enablers." Table 2 . The table demonstrates synonyms for "organization," "innovation team" and "individuals." As the keywords were developed in an iterative process, an adjusted list of 10 keywords regarding the perspective emerged from the number of hits when conducting the research in the database. JIM 5, 3 (2017) Table 3 . The table demonstrates keywords that emerged from Table 2 and were used in the database search.
# Keyword [perspective of innovation enabler]
1 "review" 2 "team"
3 "innovation team" 4 "group" 5 "innovation group" 6 "individual" 7 "innovation work" 8 "work" 9 "organization" 10 "management"
Database search
The data base search engine Summon was used between January to March of 2014. It was limited to a search for full-text online sources that were scholarly articles or academic journal articles, written in English. The research areas of business, economics, education, engineering, science and social sciences were included in this review. The reason these research areas were used is that innovation is a multidisciplinary area of study (as clarified in the definition of innovation). Another reason is that academic and industry interest in the work of innovation teams is connected to outcomes, such as performance and learning, that are connected to certain research areas. All keywords in Table 1 , Table 2 and Table 3 were used individually and in combination in four ways, as demonstrated in Table 4 . Table 2  Table 2 #4 Table 3  Table 1 When a combination of keywords did not generate any hit, the spelling was controlled JIM 5, 3 (2017) and adjusted if needed. The keywords were used crosswise in Summon, as demonstrated in Table 4 , generating 2,402 title hits.
Analysis of results
A two-step-process was used to reduce the identified titles to 211 relevant articles. The first step was to identify relevant articles in which a title-selection methodology was used, where three selection criteria applied: First, the explicit terms such as "innovation team" or "innovation group," or words that could be interpreted as such, had to be a part of the title, or the article had already to have conducted a review regarding innovation enablers. Second, the abstract also had to explicitly discuss innovation enablers or indicate that innovation enablers were explicitly discussed in the article. Third, it was necessary that the article offer an organization-, team-(or group-), or individual-centered perspective. This first step reduced the number of relevant articles to 377 articles. In the second step, the abstracts were read based on the criteria that there should be indications that the author(s) had put content to the innovation enabler; in other words, the innovation had to be described in a way that it could be understood and become useful to an innovation team's innovation work (e.g. a summary bullet-point list would not be sufficient to add value to this review). This step left 211 articles, which were read and thematically analyzed (Boyatzis, 1998; Schon, 1991) to identify innovation enablers. The focus was to identify single keywords within the identified articles that could be interpreted to represent an innovation enabler that may affect an innovation team directly. In some cases the authors demonstrated one key or main innovation enabler in an explicit way, while in other cases one main innovation enabler consisted of sub-enablers. In total, 46 articles contributed with data to several innovation enablers. The identified keywords were used to cluster them into themes, and organized based on relevance to the organization, team or individual. In total, 20 innovation enablers were identified, and they are presented in the following chapter, where each and one of them contains a description of its importance to innovation and how it might be applied in operational work of relevance to an innovation team. However, a few of the enablers affect the team on both the organizational and team level and are therefore demonstrated across several categories.
Results
Based on the thematic analysis, 20 innovation enablers were identified and divided according to their relevance at the organizational, team or individual level, demonstrated in alphabetical order in this section. The identified enablers sometimes overlap, and several of them are embedded as enablers in more than one perspective, as demonstrated in Table 5 .
Organizational perspective
Climate. A climate refers to the manner of working together that the team has evolved based on shared perceptions of policies, practices and procedures (Anderson and West, 1998) . Climate is less stable than culture and can be seen as an expression JIM 5, 3 (2017) of culture at a specific time. Companies that create a positive climate for innovation do much better at product innovation (Cooper, 2013; Kianto 2011; Nybakk et al., 2011) . An organization's creativity comes from employees, whereas the climate becomes important in the sense that it can motivate employees to be creative. An innovative climate is one key component of an innovative company, and all companies, no matter the size, can benefit economically from such a climate (Nybakk et al., 2011) . Prior research agrees that there are several aspects included in an innovative climate. However, there are some differences in how they are expressed and how many aspects scholars consider important when defining an innovative climate. Ekvall (1996) suggests ten factors that demonstrate a creative climate within an organization: challenge or motivation, freedom, idea support, liveliness or dynamism, playfulness or humor, debates, trust or openness, conflicts, risk taking, and idea time. On the other hand, Watkins and Marsick (1996) demonstrate seven factors that contribute to innovation: continuous learning, dialogue and inquiry, team learning, embedded systems, empowerment, system connections, and leadership. Ismail (2005) conducted a study in which these factors were compared, and the result was that Watkins and Marsick's factors made more significant contributions in explaining innovation than Ekvall's factors did. A few years later, Crespell and Hansen (2008) developed and validated six factors associated with innovation climate: supervisor encouragement, team cohesion, challenge, autonomy, openness to innovation, and availability of resources. Balsamo et al. (2008) evaluate an organizational climate for innovation using the VIPAT tool, and they specify nine variables: challenges and involvement; freedom; trust and openness; idea time; playfulness or humor; absence of conflicts; idea support; debates; and risk taking. Factors similar or identical to those above are have been suggested by other researchers: for example, autonomy (Bright and Godwin, 2010; Cooper 2005; Crespell and Hansen, 2008) ; empowerment (Harborne, 2003; Denti and Hemlin, 2012) ; space for innovation (Harborne, 2003; Leavy, 2005; Weiss et al., 2011) ; selfconfidence in sharing ideas with others (Johnstone et al., 2011) ; leadership supporting internal and external networking (e.g. cross-boundary, team-work or customer relationships) (Balsamo et al., 2008; Cooper, 2005; Johnstone et al., 2011 , West et al., 2004 ; recognition for those who innovate (Gamatese and Hallowell 2011) ; trust in other team members (Nanda and Singh, 2009) ; the involvement of people in innovation projects (Cooper 2005; Harborne, 2003) ; acceptance of different settings for innovation projects (Harborne, 2003) ; and the creation of a learning and development climate in the organization (West et al., 2004) . Further on, Cooper (2005) suggests leadership to be with respect to boundary management, resource setting, and support, and all favored a model for good leadership around "management as service rather than seniority," "hands-off management" on a day-today basis, being relaxed, taking time to listen and being supportive in discussions with other people. Culture. Culture is defined as a set of shared values, norms, and knowledge within a firm (Crespell and Hansen, 2008; Hauser, 1998; Nanda and Singh, 2009) , which are partly conscious and partly subconscious, but are very hard to change (Hauser, 1998) . The culture influences the behavior of members within the company, as culture JIM 5, 3 (2017) represents the deepest level of basic values, assumptions and beliefs shared by the members, and it is established by actions, especially from leaders and managers Sarros et al., 2008) , such as hiring individuals with a range of abilities and interests or a variety of backgrounds and personalities, and heavily involving peers in the selection process (Leavy, 2005; Stempfle 2011) . A strong culture ensures that everyone in the organization is on the same track (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ) and plays an important role in a firm's innovativeness (Hauser, 1998) , where the culture has different roles in the innovation work. For example, in the search for and choice of problems to solve, and in the generation of solutions and implementation of solutions, Hauser (1998) and Hardakker (1998) found that an innovative culture contributed to making NPD faster to market. Further, Lemon and Sahota (2004) have identified four archetypes of culture: controlled, fuzzy, inspirational and cultivated, where a successful company needs to be able to shift from a controlled environment to a cultivated environment to become truly innovative. Economy. Economy as an innovation enabler has been discussed in prior research in different ways, where economy becomes almost equal to what an organization invests in an innovation project in terms of resources such as time and knowledge, along with financial resources and human resources (Panayides, 2006; Smith et al., 2008) . These resources are important not only for functional support, but also to show that the innovation project is valuable to the organization (Nanda and Singh, 2009) . The difference between small and large companies is huge in many respects. Small companies can be more agile and entrepreneurial in their innovation work, but large companies most often have more financial resources to spend on innovation work (López-Fernández et al., 2011) like creating a customer or supplier involvement. However, there is a need of leadership who wants to invest in risky innovation projects (Cooper, 2013) . Furthermore, the research suggests that in increasing the company's capability for innovation, managers should support not only the technological or non-technological side of innovation (Camisón and Villar-López, 2012) , but also the development of client relationships. This support arises through top management showing commitment, encouraging the development and implementation of new ideas and processes, and rewarding creativity that can occur anywhere in the organization (Panayides, 2006) . Management. Organizations need to continuously innovate to remain competitive (Brennan and Dooley, 2005; Dobni, 2006; Dooley et al., 2000) . Management innovation is necessary to fulfill this need, and its drivers are strength of competition, threat of market entry and speed of technological change (Hecker and Ganter, 2013) . Techniques to speed up management innovation include consciously selling the importance of management innovation to the organization, questioning, creating a problem-solving culture, and exposing employees to many different types of environments and different countries of operation, if available. They also include building a capacity for low-risk experimentation to increase the chance of implementation without crippling the functioning of the whole organization, using external change agents to explore new ideas, and being and acting like a serial management innovator (Birkinshaw and Mol, 2006) . There is also a need to overcome managers' mental models when they reject disruptive innovation. These managers' JIM 5, 3 (2017) strategies are built on rewarding incrementalism, ignoring the positive aspects of disruptive innovations, focusing on historical perceptions of success, creating perceptions of success that involve great efforts, and beliefs in the face of disconfirming information (Lettice and Thomond, 2008) . However, there is also a to adjust the organization's management in accordance with its stage in the organization's life cycle (Koberg et al., 1996) . The age of management also matters, since younger managers are most often trained in new technology and have the time to wait for pay off. This fact makes young managers more willing to invest in innovations based on new technology. Older top managers are less willing to invest in innovation, as they are at the end of their career and worry more about the short-term response to a project; they also do not invest in long-term projects (i.e. innovation projects) (Ahuja et al., 2008) . Innovations, as such, need a medium-or long-term perspective to be implemented, which requires a strong commitment related to managerial stability (Longo, 2007) , along with access to skilled employees and managerial staff (Clark, 2012; Parolin et al., 2013) and managers who develop conditions to start cooperation between functions and organizations to make them more competitive (Parolin et al., 2013) . The ongoing commitment of top and middle management is the main key according to Longo (2007) , and Taylor and Helfat (2009) argue that middle management is the link to economic, structural, social, and cognitive activities, which are the corner stones of strategic innovation. Top and middle management play different roles. While top management is expected to establish and communicate its vision and broad goals and to commit middle management, who should plan and implement the entire innovation process, to these principles. This implementation requires a broad portfolio of skills and competences (e.g. health care planning, organization, behavior awareness, as well as negotiation and persuasion capabilities), which requires the presence of a middle management team in charge of the entire issue, a team that is sufficiently solid and integrated. To change an organization takes a long time (6-10 years), and the worst hurdles are in the second phase, after the early enthusiasm has waned, and this is why commitment is the key (Longo, 2007) . A formally structured young firm is less innovative than an informal one; however, formalization in older organizations does not have negative impact on innovation (Martinsuo et al., 2006) . A flat, networked structure that facilitates communication and encourages cross-functional group operations represents the most advantageous style. Still, it is important that the management demonstrate leadership and encourage personnel to operate effectively, as teams (Dooley et al., 2000) that support divergence and convergence (Adamides and Karacapilidis, 2006) but also have the opportunity to work individually in the early phases, spurring innovation (Černe et al., 2013) . Structures also include the implementation of efficient innovation processes that feed the organization with ideas to be implemented to remain competitive (Brennan and Dooley, 2005) . In such processes, internal and external networks, together with customers, competitors and consultants, provide important sources of new ideas which can influence the introduction of these practices (Mol and Birkinshaw, 2009; O'Brian and Smith, 1995) . Strategic management is defined as a process that links strategic planning, implementation, and measurement in a continuous cycle of learning, building JIM 5, 3 (2017) competencies, and achieving desired change (Olsen and Haslett, 2002) . To create value by optimizing innovation processes in networks has become a highly interesting topic on a managerial level, as this practice creates new products over the short term and long term, and it generates intangible values (e.g. technology leadership and a secured position on the market) (Eschenbaecher and Graser, 2011) . Transformational leadership has important effects on creativity at both individual and organizational levels, and transformational leadership influences employees' creativity through psychological empowerment (Gumusluoglu and Ilsev, 2009 ). Management should broaden its understanding of individuals' need for autonomy and structure for motivation and commitment (Mansfeld et al., 2010) , and it should ensure co-workers that they will not be punished for failure (De Jong and Vermeulen, 2003) . Furthermore, leaders of complex organizations should help the organization develop appropriate structure, innovation, and fitness. They should also support flexible thinking, act like symbols and enable useful behaviors (Marion and Uhl-bien, 2002) . When aiming for radical innovation, the management must support capabilities and skills in three different phases: discovery (i.e. to create, recognize, elaborate, and articulately identified opportunities); incubation (i.e. to develop business plans out of the identifies opportunities); and acceleration (i.e. to ramp up the untried business to a point where it can stand on its own) (O´Connor and DeMartino, 1997) High degrees of management support in projects has positive effects on speed to market, team learning from team crises and team anxiety. Processes regarding product development and commercialization are faster, and idea generation is more efficiently executed. However, a low degree of management support in projects does not affect the project in the opposite way, but team anxiety has been found to influence the capabilities in the product-development stage regardless of low or high level of management support. This influence means that management could encourage team members to turn stressors into high performance. A low level of encouragement is beneficial for team learning, and a high level of encouragement speeds up the product-development process. Management could support and help team members to overcome problems they face by giving direct help when needed. When teams are in crisis or anxiety, they need high levels of emotional support and encouragement from management to solve problems and speed up the development process and to launch the product successfully (Akgün et al., 2007) .
To lead in the direction of innovative behavior, a leader must act as a role model, stimulating the intellectual diffusion of knowledge, spreading and sharing information and knowledge. The vision should be clear and should communicate in what direction to seek for ideas, but at the same time the leader should consult, rather than order results, which is achieved by delegating tasks where co-workers can explore and develop new insights. Even though the work should involve freedom, support of and feedback on work are essential, as well as recognition of achieved results and monitoring of progress and deviations. However, innovation work is not a single person's work; it takes various kinds of resources (De Jong and Den Hartog, 2007; Gilley et al., 2008 ). An effective leader of an innovative workforce needs to foster both exploration and exploitation and has to be capable of flexibly switching between the three elements of ambidextrous leadership: fostering exploration by applying open leader behaviors, JIM 5, 3 (2017) which include encouragement to do things differently, exploration and experimentation; giving room for independent thinking and acting; and supporting attempts to challenge established approaches (Rosing et al., 2011) . Furthermore, management must consider to what extent the organization is mature enough to conduct exploration work. If there is too much tension within the organization, the development phase should be performed in external test facilities, but this tactic requires experienced project managers that can handle ambidextrous management (Hollen et al., 2013) . Management needs, in addition to the ambidextrous leadership, to manage the creation and facilitation of knowledge creation in innovation projects. When top management increases its formal control, it stresses explicit knowledge, which may risk missing the vital interplay between tacit and explicit knowledge needed for knowledge creation, which in turn may reduce the overall capacity for knowledge creation and, ultimately, innovation (Richtnér and Åhlström, 2010) . However, the mix of exploring and exploiting (ambidexterity) innovation is of essence, whereas a first-mover strategy can hinder strategic innovations and a follower strategy could enhance strategic innovations if the knowledge is transformed into new developed knowledge that could be used for commercial purposes (Gebauer et al., 2012) . The conflict lies in aiming for being first and being best. Innovativeness usually relates with being first, but this form of innovation is properly referred to as exploratory innovation, while another kind, exploitative innovation, is closely linked to improvements aiming at being best (Kollmann and Stöckmann, 2010) . However, when planning for ambidextrous innovation work, one should consider that resource orientation (i.e. distinct resources and capabilities) improves innovation performance, while market orientation tends to result in incremental improvements (Ford and Paladino, 2013) . Nevertheless, if a company concentrates only on its organizational capabilities, it will not succeed in terms of stability and sustainability (Kask, 2011) . In addition, strategic ambidexterity suggests that an entrepreneurial orientation is of extra importance. The reason is that risk taking, innovativeness, pro-activeness, competitive aggressiveness, and autonomy stimulate exploratory innovation, whereas only pro-activeness and competitive aggressiveness facilitate exploitative innovation (Kollmann and Stöckmann, 2010) . Another dimension to strategically plan for ambidexterity is the timing of additional innovative activities. The longer it takes for a company to launch new innovative activities, the lower its innovation performance will be, which of course is beneficial for "fast companies" over "slow companies" (Kuckertz et al., 2010) . For an overall perspective, organizations need strategies that embrace portfolio management and include budgets for big and risky projects; scoring models, as opposed to financial models, incorporate step-wise investment, seeking data confirmation unconnected to ordinary gates and launching risky projects through alternative processes (Cooper, 2013) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) Strategy. Previous studies have shown that firms with an innovation strategy perform better when the innovation strategy consists of four dimensions: first, leadership priority for product innovation; second, leadership priority for process innovation; third, leadership priority for business-systems innovation; and fourth, resource commitment to research and development to gain competitive advantage (Nybakk et al., 2011) . These four dimensions are useful for providing new offerings or experiences that excite the customer, to stay ahead of and outperform competitors, when entering new market segments, when creating new businesses or when building a product portfolio (Bowonder et al., 2010) . Strategic innovation capacity is strengthened when managers deliberately install specific learning mechanisms on absorptive capacity, whereas knowledge recognition, assimilation and exploitation are key areas (Berghman et al., 2013) . On the operational and managerial level, a suggested strategy to apply is cooperation rather than competition. However the focus of the innovation work should be on the final market (Gibbert et al., 2002; Hine and Ryan, 1999) . A company could develop innovative solutions at the level of a local or global market, but the circumstances are not the same and must be treated in that way. This difference means that both primary and secondary environmental factors should be considered in strategic decisionmaking and in improvements to dynamic capabilities (Kask, 2011) . As firms move towards establishing closer relationships with their suppliers, partners, and even competitors, a new paradigm of strategy, value creation, and organizational design appears to be emerging. Competitive advantage is based on learning and absorbing new sources of knowledge, no matter where they may be created, and is a key driver that sustains competitive advantage (Lei, 2003) . However, if an organization wants to achieve innovative goals, these must be communicated and understood by all employees, enabling those employees to contribute to the expected goal in their day-to-day work (Smith et al., 2008) . Time. Management must show commitment by investing time and money to encourage the development and implementation of new ideas and processes (Yesil et al., 2013) and at the same time not overload individuals with projects (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). As an employee, one should know how much time and effort one can spend on a pet project, where some organizations allocate time (e.g. 15% of the time) to be spent on generating new ideas and working on employees' favorite projects (Nanda and Singh, 2009.) 
Team perspective
Climate. All the factors presented regarding the climate, from the organizational perspective above, are valid from the team perspective as well, as the team can be seen as a small organization in itself (Backström et al., 2011) . More specific to teams, though, team potency has been found to be important to fostering an innovative climate (i.e. attitudes such as "this team believes it can become unusually good at producing high quality work" and "this team feels it can solve any problem it encounters") (Gil et al., 2005) . By contrast, it is assumed that leaders generally have a significant influence on the creation of a climate in which they, for example, act as role models, support ideas and participate in work (Denti and Hemlin, 2012) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) Collaboration. Competition is replaced by cooperation when aiming to add industry value (Hine and Ryan, 1999) . Both short-and long-term collaboration or cooperation can result in innovation as a result of being more open to new ways of thinking and doing (Smith et al. 2008) , whereas innovation teams are affected in two ways, namely by internal and external collaboration. Importantly, though, it may take a long time to build a good relationship, but it takes very little time to destroy one (Bush and Frohman, 1991) , as collaboration builds on social interaction between individuals (Adamides and Karacapilidis, 2006) . Free and open communication and information flow must be in place across both the short and long term (Balsamo et al. 2008; Bossink, 2004; Bingham, 2003; Bush and Frohman, 1991; Johannessen and Olsen, 2011; Nanda and Singh, 2009; Romero and Molina, 2011) . The communication serves as a tool for knowledge sharing (Yesil et al., 2013) and should be clear, including directions, status and goals (Aagaard and Gertsen, 2011) , whereas vision, strategy and operations are also of importance (Denti and Hemlin, 2012; Mansikkamäki et al., 2007; Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). Cross-functional work, as internal collaboration, saves not only time and money, but also increases production and process improvements, where intangible results such as improved team-work, communication and involvement within and across groups can be seen immediately (Balsamo et al., 2008) . Cross-functional teams, however, depend on factors such as open and collaborative organizational culture, participatory management style, input from sales (Cooper, 2005) , and employees open to discussing and implementing new ideas within their teams (Morgan et al., 2004; Smith et al., 2008) . The characteristics of their work are an overlap of design and construction phases (Bossink, 2004; Gamatese and Hallowell, 2011) , making team boundaries more permeable (Aagaard and Gertsen, 2011; West et al., 2004) . These characteristics also constitute interaction between the involved parties, various departments, and the employees involved in the innovation process (Nanda and Singh, 2009; Panesar and Markeset, 2008; Salge et al., 2012) . On the individual level, cooperation depends on four basic attributes of the potential team members: first, clearly defined and specific specializations for every one of the members; second, the team members' clear and visible beliefs and practice of interdependence, together with some uniting attributes (e.g. their shared project); third, the members' capacity to tolerate differences and to find them enriching, a critical source of interdependence; and fourth, the team members' capacity to use various methods supporting their cooperation (Matjazˇ et al., 2006) . External collaboration that affects innovation teams was clustered into six groups: first, users, i.e. to interact with end, lead or extreme users to gather knowledge of the users' true environment (Ross et al. 2012; Yu, 2010) ; second, customers, i.e. to discover customer needs and to understand customer behavior, markets, and opportunities [Bush and Frohman, 1991; Cooper, 2005; Coviello and Joseph, 2012; Kodama, 2000; Morgan et al., 2004; Panesar and Markeset, 2008; Yu, 2010] and to involve the customer in the development process [Bossink, 2004; Coviello and Joseph, 2012] ). The benefits of incorporating customers' ideas offer a faster and more efficient way to innovate than using the traditional R&D approaches (Romero and Molina, 2011) , and customers, as a source of innovation, are significantly linked to higher levels of innovation-related sales (Laursen, 2011) , but co-creators should be rewarded to send signals that their input is appreciated (Romero and Molina 2011) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) (Yu, 2010) , develop new innovative applications (Bossink, 2004) , or improve the effectiveness and efficiency of operations, maintenance and processes (Panesar and Markeset, 2008) . Collaboration with suppliers is more important to larger companies than to small and medium-sized companies, as these are not as entrepreneurial as large companies (Jenssen and Nybakk, 2009 ), but the collaboration requires flexibility and sharing of ideas from both parties to support innovation (Mooi and Frambach, 2012) . Fourth, networking allows for collaboration and sharing of knowledge with experts (Hurmelinna-Luakkanen, 2011; Mele et al., 2012) . In practice, this contribution means collaboration with experts and joint business networks (Ross et al. 2012) , along with participation in conferences and courses (Jenssen and Nybakk, 2009 ). The benefits of networks are increased information flow (Hemlin and Olsson, 2011; López-Fernández et al., 2011) , productive innovative climate (Cooper, 2005) and accumulated management know-how and intangible assets, such as brand image and prestige (López-Fernández et al., 2011) . Fifth, partners facilitate strategic alliances and longterm relationships that are used for sustainable innovation results (Bossink, 2004) ; partnership with universities, in particular, increases a company's competitive advantage (Aagaard and Gertsen, 2011; Morgan et al., 2004) . Furthermore, Birkinshaw et al. (2007) suggest that it could be of value to seek new networks in distant areas and to identify potential strategic and unusual partners when aiming for discontinued innovations, but the key questions to ask regarding the plausible innovative performance is how much a company has to learn and how well it is able to learn from its partner(s) (Sampson, 2007) . Diversity in technological capabilities between partners is required for innovation, but not too big a divergence, as partners may in that case have problems learning from each other (Sampson, 2007) . When creating a R&D network, Mansikkamäki et al. (2007) suggest that the involved parties have "the right attitude," respectful confrontation with other parties, excellent communication skills, and a strong will to work together; and it should be the case that top management's interaction with external R&D is positively related to product innovation (Jenssen and Nybakk, 2009) . As a complement to alliances, Noke et al. (2008) suggest dalliances with companies having slow innovation processes, with no strings attached and no commitments other than ordinary business agreements, where they can benefit from learning and increasing disruptive innovation capacities. Sixth, competitors strengthen creativity, learning and knowledge stock, and innovation capabilities (Bucic, 2012; Morgan et al., 2004) . Collaboration with competitors is recommended by Ritala and Hurmelinna-laukkanen (2009) as well, but they believe that IPR issues should be considered before entering into any collaboration of this kind. On the other side, research shows that companies tend to overestimate the risk of losing intellectual property while underestimating the benefits of exchanging ideas with external partners (Stempfle, 2011) . However, when starting up new joint innovation projects, one strategy may be to avoid putting too much emphasis on details in contracts, which kills innovation, rather securing the collaboration as some kind of agreement providing trust in such innovation work (Paasi et al., 2010) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) Culture. Tolerance for failure is one key feature of an innovative culture, according to Aagaard and Gertsen (2011) , but Johannessen and Olsen (2011) highlight the importance of communication capabilities as one of the major factors when building a culture of innovation, where the benefit is that the temporary mind-set in innovation projects becomes stationary and well familiar. Other researchers highlight multiple factors as a complex system that together contributes to an innovative culture. Factors such as leadership, strategy, risk-taking, empowerment, autonomy, internal and external communication and collaboration, organizational structure or learning, and trust are identified as enablers of an innovative culture, and these can be seen as enablers of an innovative climate (Balsamo et al., 2008; Claver et al., 1998; Denti and Hemlin, 2012; Donate and Guadamillas, 2011; Hauser, 1998; Leavy, 2005; McGurk and Baron, 2012; Morgan et al., 2004; Smith et al., 2008; Steele and Murray; . Economy. As mentioned above, the need for economic consideration is demonstrated in multiple dimensions. A dedicated budget and time can more quickly lead to technical innovation if combined with autonomy, but there is also a need for technical problem-solving ability achieved through cognitive resources and problem-solving capacities (West et al., 2004) . Financial resources are also needed up to a certain point, or creativity will be limited as a result of people being too preoccupied with seeking financial resources, but financial resources above this point can have a negative impact on creativity (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). Ross et al. (2012) suggest that a one could make a small investment to create a proof of concept that might lead to larger investments from investors. Education. Highly innovative organizations create and maintain a learning environment by keeping the knowledge and skills of the employees up to date (Tan, 2013) . Organizations with high learning orientation tend to benefit from, for example, knowledge and mistakes, generating new ideas and developing innovations (Smith et al. 2008) . Training or education is directly related to identifying opportunities of innovation and has become a tool for the improvement of companies' human resources (Bozeman, 2000) , for how innovation processes are handled and for planning for uncertainty (Cobo, 2013) . Education in innovation skills has been developed for decades, including a focus on practical skills such as problem identification, including sketching, problem solving, decision making, and production; communication skills; and team skills (Petty, 1983; Tushman and Nadler, 1986) . One important lesson, according to Petty (1983) , is that the best results do not arise from engineering courses, since most often a tight timetable decreases creativity, but design projects with strong industrial interactions have positive effects on creativity. The technological development with the Internet and web-based technology has offered a movement from face-to-face sessions towards online learning and blended learning, which has in turn led to rapid education but also new pedagogical skills to tackle complexity and information overload from the Internet (Anghern and Nabeth, 1997; Chou and Chou, 2011) . Along with such technological development, current research points out an increased focus on soft skills, that is, nontechnical skills such as creativity and problem solving (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ), collaboration critical thinking, contextual learning, searching, synthesizing information, self-direction and creativity (Cobo, 2013) . The current research also highlights the need to practice opportunity identification (e.g. to find ideal systems on imaginary basis, use unexpected resources, identify contractions within a system, trim JIM 5, 3 (2017) some elements in an existing product, add another purpose to a product, etc.) (Tan, 2013) . An effective learning model is to strive for shared mental models by working with reflection and experimentation (Gieskes and Van der Heijden, 2004) and to supply educational environments including course development, collaborative learning and evaluation (Chou and Chou, 2011) . However, lack of time to learn (Timmermans et al., 2011) , bad preparation (e.g. as a consequence of a poorly structured agenda, poor time keeping or employees' lack of interest in learning) can significantly reduce the efficiency and effectiveness of sessions (Nanda and Singh, 2009; Evans and Waite, 2010) . Empowerment. The literature supports the view that employees who are empowered and autonomous have a greater degree of control over their work. This degree of control means that employees feel comfortable in their role as innovators in their own work environment (Bright and Godwin, 2010; Brown, 2005; Cooper 2005; Crespell and Hansen 2008; Smith et al., 2008) . Empowering them to be innovate is one of the most effective ways to mobilize the energies of people to be creative (Harborne 2003; Denti and Hemlin, 2012; Nanda and Singh, 2009 ) and have the ability to adopt opportunities faster than others (Manley, 2006) . Combined with leadership support and commitment, empowerment gives people freedom to take responsibility for innovation (Nanda and Singh, 2009; Smith et al., 2008) , where transformational leadership was positively related to innovative behavior and transactional leadership was negatively related to innovative behavior (Denti and Hemlin, 2012) . Freedom as a core value in stimulating creativity is manifested in autonomy, empowerment and decision-making. A balance between operational and strategic autonomy leads to innovation. Employees should be given autonomy concerning the process, but not necessarily the ends. Autonomy around the process fosters creativity because it strengthens the employees' sense of ownership over a project or a situation (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). However, too much autonomy leads to a lack of focus, and too little operational autonomy creates a sense of rigidness. Efforts should be made to minimize the number of major projects each person is assigned to, or they will likely get lost, as one cannot expect people to do anything but step from the top of each pile to the next. It is shown that not only is slack important for technological innovation, but it must also be provided continuously over the organization's life cycle, including future expectations (Judge et al., 1997) . Human resources. Some researchers claim that human resources are the most important resources and are key factors of innovative organizations, as human beings are involved in the whole innovation process, and when encouraging and motivating them the company may draw from their collective wealth of knowledge (Kayabasi et al., 2013; López-Fernández et al., 2011; Steele and Murray, 2004) . The benefits are better performance and better understanding of the market orientation, resulting in unique offering and having indirect effects on customer value (Paladino, 2007) Innovative organizations make strategic choices based on human resources, and the agility and ability of employees to respond to a changing marketplace lies in the intellectual capital of a company's people. When the human resources are competitive, they can stretch the boundaries of competence into unknown or new areas. To accomplish such an extension, organizations must explicitly strive towards the attraction, development and retention of creative talent, where many innovation JIM 5, 3 (2017) champions must be identified, recruited, developed, trained, encouraged and acknowledged throughout the organization (Chadwick and Dabu, 2009 ), including by managerial and non-managerial personnel (Searle and Ball, 2003) . Companies must ensure that this affirmation is developed across both vertical and horizontal levels within the organization and with partners (Estrada et al., 2013) . Companies should also employ people who do not seem to fit and are prepared to take risks, however, with purpose of disrupting the status quo (Nanda and Singh, 2009; Steele and Murray, 2004) , or at least securing access to people who have the most knowledge of the task and the technology required to ensure its effective completion, especially if being work on across different departments (Shipton et al., 2006) . To some workers, self-managed teams may be seen as desirable grants of autonomy or another way for management to enforce a "speed up" scheme (Chadwick and Dabu, 2009 ), but it is likely that training or team motivation has to be designed in a specific way, as these teams may work more independently than the rest of firm's collaborative areas (Donate and Guadamillas, 2011) . Need. The need to innovate has been clearly articulated for centuries. Without new ideas implemented into innovations, the organization will be terminated in the long run (Dobni, 2006) . With these new innovation projects, one challenge is to understand and identify unmet needs, which can be done in two ways specified by Farris and Lane (2005) . First, one can identify significant macro changes in the larger environment to frame the big picture. Second, one can identify concrete opportunities through a designed macro-environmental change. As soon as an unmet need is identified, it must be addressed to become a business opportunity and to identify core benefit for the target market. From an R&D perspective, to maximize an R&D innovation contribution the opportunity has to match the companies wants and needs, as well as the context and customers (Bingham 2003).
Processes. The cyclic innovation model, based on collaboration and iteration, has emerged from linear processes over time. In it, there is a clear user and customer focus (Berkhout et al., 2006; Dobni, 2006) . The aim of these processes are to interact with customers, co-suppliers and internal service providers, and to explore technological opportunities; to build customer knowledge, understanding the entire system including networks; and to interact and co-develop with customers and partners to comprehend, visualize, and deliver value propositions. Four specific phases in the innovation process are suggested by Bessant (2005) : search, select, implement, and learn. These core activities do not take place in isolation, but are influenced by a set of contextual factors that can be classified under the headings of innovation strategy, innovative organization and innovation linkages. In highly innovative companies, ideas come from everywhere in the organization. Most of these companies possess early feasibility tests for ideas, by which they are tested. The evaluations are generally to identify innovative modifications to the existing ideas and to make sure that new ideas do not repeat mistakes made in the past. The reason is to ensure that knowledge and learning are not lost and to check the innovation's effectiveness. The potentials and disadvantages of the ideas are clearly defined. Evaluating ideas in a way that optimizes creativity is a delicate process, as it can both increase and harm creativity, self-confidence and performance (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). JIM 5, 3 (2017) In extension of the innovation processes, several methods have emerged for their execution. The innovation cube is suggested by Narasimhalu (2005) to navigate through drivers, triggers and enablers for innovation to detect new opportunities and to define what innovation to aim for depending on circumstances and environment. Smith et al. (2012) suggests 10 steps when redesigning products: choose a target product, identify needs, choose reference products, identify components, build a component factor table, determine component factor weights, extract key components, identify conflicts, apply design principles, and verify results. Open innovation is suggested in all of the cyclic processes, but open innovation processes have both advantages and risks. The benefits are that they are faster and the potential risks are, for example, lack of coordination, mistrust and collaboration problems. The challenge for the management in the open innovation process is to determine the appropriate methods and practices for the utilization of external knowledge resources (Bergman et al., 2009) . Collaborative networks offer one way to practice open innovation (Eschenbächer et al., 2011) . The operational work can be divided in two phases. In the early innovation phase brings the ideas into focus, and the later phase brings the implementation into focus; this latter phase is also where the financial risks are highest (Eschenbächer et al., 2011) . Another practical approach to executing innovation work is to fail fast (i.e. to make mistakes early, learn from them, and try not to avoid failure. Instead, fall forward). Seven steps are suggested: First, decide what success and failure would look like before you launch initiative; second, convert assumptions into knowledge; third, be quick about it-fail fast; fourth, limit the downside risk-fail cheaply; fifth, limit uncertainty; sixth, build a culture that celebrates intelligent failure; and seventh, codify and share what you learned (Tahirsylaj, 2012) . The fast-failure methodology is well known in software development by methods such as the scrum, which is an agile work method (Adkins, 2010) . Due to the level of abstractness in innovation work, the visual design to envision processes acts as a knowledge agent in terms of "knowledge integrator" and "knowledge broker" to support innovation (Bertola and Teixeira, 2003) . Technology is often used in a supportive role to ease various stages and remove the fuzziness of the innovation process (Smith et al., 2008) , and rapid prototyping is used to speed up the actual innovation work, as rapid prototyping is beneficial for testing and evaluating ideas in early stages (Vashishtha et al., 2011) . Both creativity and innovation processes are complex and are dependent on both individual and group efforts from divergence and convergence perspectives (Haner, 2005) , but the most critical part in innovation work is finance. Another crucial aspect is that partnerships can be negatively affected due to institutional and regulatory factors, namely a lack of clear laws and rules regarding intellectual property (Chu and Andreassi, 2011) . Strategy. On the operational and managerial level, one suggested strategy is to apply is cooperation rather than competition. However the focus of the innovation work should be on the target market (Gibbert et al., 2002; Hine and Ryan, 1999) . A company could develop innovative solutions on a local or a global market, but the circumstances may not remain the same and must be treated with respect to their fluctuations. This consideration means that both primary and secondary environmental factors should be considered in strategic decision-making and in improvements to dynamic capabilities (Kask, 2011) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) (Logman, 2007; West et al., 2004) , where reflection is pointed out as a key factor for innovation. When it comes to detecting new opportunities, awareness of customers' perceptions of value is of importance, as it requires a focus on benefits and cost drivers, which could be used as impulses for innovation (Chari, 2011; Logman, 2007) . According to West et al. (2004) , it requires awareness and knowledge to identify suitable work tasks and to choose the right tool to use according to what kind of innovation opportunity one is looking for (e.g. to identify existing opportunities). Different tools, such as lateral thinking, metaphoric thinking, positive thinking, association trigger, capturing, interpreting dreams, pattern recognition or blue ocean strategies, give different results (Tan, 2013) . Park (2005) comes to the conclusion that awareness of opportunities comes from an interaction between three individual components: the entrepreneur, including institutionalization alertness and knowledge development, embracing risk, driving growth and market-driven innovation culture; the knowledge and experience within the firm, which includes new markets, customer requirements and technological expertise; and technology, which includes external technology providers. Vaghely (2008) explains that opportunity recognition is divided in two streams: cognitive psychology, where patterns detected from impressions are compared to the environment; and social constructionism or developmental psychology, where a trialand-error-mentality is used to build knowledge. Both these streams are combined as a key to innovation in hands of entrepreneurs or companies. Nicolaou et al. (2009) claim that opportunity recognition is correlated with heritability and environmental factors, and Farris and Lane (2005) claim that opportunity identification as a skill can be learned. Another practical strategy to apply is to utilize aspects of SMEs' approach to the internet, where internalization management enables small companies to respond to the changing environment in an agile way (Abouzeedan et al., 2013) . Capabilities. Capability refers, in short description, to the deployment and reconfiguration of resources to improve productivity and achieve strategic goals (e.g. strategic innovation goals) (Camisón and Villar-López, 2012; Kindström et al., 2012) , which are closely related to innovation and further on to an organization's performance (Yesil et al., 2013) . As well, skills that support innovation can be honed or influenced by external factors (Bharadwaj and Menon, 2000) . Technical capabilities are seen to be very important to innovation (Bossink, 2004; Manley, 2006; Cetindamar et al., 2009) , as they refer to the ability to perform any relevant technical function or volume activity within the firm, including the ability to develop new products and processes and to operate facilities effectively (Camisón and Villar-López, 2012) . From this perspective, Cetindamar et al. (2009) point this out as a matter of technology management, where different capabilities are required along a six-step-process, starting from strategy and ending in a developed product on the market. The task for technology management is to adjust tools and activities according to the processes and capabilities required. From a knowledge management perspective, Cepeda and Vera (2007) suggests that managers devote more attention to identifying important knowledge and knowledge gaps concerning capabilities, JIM 5, 3 (2017) Majumdar (1999) points out the risk of downsizing companies, with an understanding the result will be lost competences and capabilities in the company, affecting innovation in a negative way. On the other hand, Camisón and Villar-López (2012) claim that non-technical capabilities (organizational capabilities) are equally important, as they refer to capabilities to implement new methodologies and processes and to establish knowledge of best practices. As such, personality traits for innovation become important (e.g. attraction to complexity, high energy, independence of judgment, intuition, self-confidence and ability to accommodate opposites). Furthermore, intelligence, knowledge, eagerness to learn, inquisitiveness, diversity, risk-taking and a strong desire to fulfill goals are also important (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). Dedication. Companies with a motivated workforce are able to recognize and solve current problems and bring solutions to the marketplace faster than their competitors (Hauschildt and Kirchman, 2001; McGurk and Baron, 2012; Yang et al., 2011) . Employees motivation is a balance of not being bored by too little space or work not challenging enough and the opposite, a feeling of not having control (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). Motivation usually comes from three sources: first, extrinsic factors (i.e. motivation that comes from outside a person and includes e.g. feedback or rewards for creative ideas) (Fairbank and Williams, 2001) ; the most commonly used extrinsic motivator is money (Bright and Godwin, 2010 . Extrinsic motivation does not necessarily make employees passionate about their work and hence may hinder creativity in the long run (Amabile et al., 1996; Amabile, 1998; Amabile and Gryskiewicz, 1989; Ahmed, 1998b) , Second are intrinsic factors (i.e. motivation that comes from a deep interest and involvement in the work, where the key is that employees are motivated by their interest and satisfaction in the work itself, and not by external pressures) (Amabile and Kramer, 2012; Bright and Godwin, 2010; Kathleen, 2012; Kayabasi et al., 2013) . Some degree of pressure within the work environment has a positive influence on motivation as well, that is, if it is perceived as arising from the urgent, intellectually challenging nature of the problem itself (Amabile, 1988) . Third are relational factors, (i.e. motivation coming from doing work because it provides value to others). Practical ways of getting buy-in-to engage and commit employees into innovation, and thereby put free time into work activities-include embracing the uncertainty embedded in innovation work (Kathleen, 2012; Newton, 1998) , providing a long-term compensation plan, job security and timely feedback on performance (Manso, 2011) , and educating employees with skills they can utilize from in their free time (Evans and Waite, 2010; Newton, 1998) . Empowerment. As demonstrated above, empowerment is related to autonomous work and freedom to work independently on work tasks. This freedom requires individual self-leadership, a process by which people learn to lead themselves with different focus for different phases in the innovation process. Fostering innovative behavior, self-leadership includes the ability to renew cognitive constructions, to create mental imaginary solutions and creative self-talk to achieve desired results (Carmeli and Weisberg, 2006) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) Entre-/ intrapreneurship. Entrepreneurial and intrapreneurial behaviors have positive effects on innovation within a company and contribute to maintaining a sustainable innovation system (Dalohoun et al., 2009 ). Significant characteristics include that these people are opportunity driven (Ardichvili et al., 2000; Dalohoun et al., 2009; Morris et al., 2006; Rigtering and Weitzel, 2013) , take risks (Baucus et al., 2008; Chen, 2007; Rigtering and Weitzel, 2013) , overcome obstacles (Lukes, 2012) , and break rules and standard operating procedures (Baucus et al., 2008) . However, entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs do not wait for opportunities to be found; they are made or recognized (Ardichvili et al., 2000 , Dalohoun et al., 2009 Rigtering and Weitzel, 2013) . Even though entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs challenge management and rules, management must be aware of and support this behavior (Baucus et al., 2008; Lukes, 2012; Vale and Addison, 2002) , providing freedom "within a framework" to detect opportunities and act proactively (Chen, 2007; Lumpkin and Dess, 2001) . Otherwise, these people may find another job (Morris et al., 2006) . Incentives. Building an economic model of innovation that does justice to the various aspects is, quite obviously, an impossible task (Overvest and Veldman, 2008) , and incentives are a highly debated area, where research shows both positive and negative effects on motivation for innovation. Incentives include both financial compensation and nonfinancial intrinsic and extrinsic incentives, but they have different effects on innovation , where the structure of a firm's human resource management HRM system itself functions as a nonfinancial motivation, and compensation may help to shape employee behaviors (Chadwick and Dabu, 2009 ). Innovative companies rely on personalized intrinsic rewards, where less innovative companies place almost exclusive emphasis on extrinsic awards (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). Intrinsic rewards are claimed to be more motivating to innovation than extrinsic rewards, referring to job security, tolerance for early failure and timely feedback on performance (De Jong and Den Hartog, 2007; Manso, 2011; Nanda and Singh, 2009; Stempfle, 2011) , having control over the small part with which they are closely involved (Cooper 2005) . Extrinsic incentives have negative effects on innovation as they tend to make people risk-averse and foster the expectation that they will be compensated for every action they take Judge et al., 1997, Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). They also tend to involve overinvestment in projects (Inderst and Klein, 2007; Inderst, 2009 ) and manipulation of bonuses (Holthausen et al., 1994) . However, extrinsic incentives can be highly motivating if they are carefully combined with strict wage rules (Haucap and Wey, 2004) , support company goals, are fair and understandable, relate to performance and expected behavior, and support creativity and personal initiative (Lukes, 2012) . If employees are rewarded only for success, they will go for the "low-hanging fruits" and pursue incremental innovation that is almost certain to produce results (Stempfle, 2011; Tushman and Nadler, 1986) . Hence, the best effects of incentives are the ones that are connected to performance and not activity (Sheikh, 2012) . Prize awards as incentives have been used to motivate individuals, groups, and communities to accomplish diverse types of goals, but established companies tend to not participate in them because of varying levels of uncertainty and because resources spent on competition do not compensate for the associated price (Kay, 2011) . When rewards are based on group effort, they support JIM 5, 3 (2017) (Drake et al., 2001; Lukes, 2012,) but when employees face tournament incentives, they tend to maximize their own profits, resulting in lower firm profit (Drake et al., 2001 ). Short-term incentives are associated with incremental innovation, and long-term incentives are associated with radical innovation, but companies use both systems when designing compensation systems (Cabrales et al., 2008) . However, long-term incentives have positive effects on innovation (Fu, 2012) , and companies that focus on long-term incentives are more successful (Lerner and Wulf, 2007) ; in these cases, ownership in IP (Liu, 2013) or stock bonuses Sheikh, 2012 , Manso, 2011 are commonly used as incentives. Factors that stimulate innovation at some point during an organization's development actually hinder it in other ways. For example, in late-stage firms, incentives and innovation are quite highly correlated, and centralized leadership may contribute to innovativeness in a firm's early stages, but not in later stages (Koberg et al., 1996) . Knowledge. Appropriate knowledge for innovation has become more and more important (Francois et al., 2002) . Intangible assets are the lifeblood of knowledgeintensive industries where the new value added is disproportionately based on specialized, non-repetitious activities recognized as central to sustaining the competitiveness of firms and innovation systems (Kramer et al., 2011) , and this type of asset has become one of the most strategically resources for successful innovation as a result of increased knowledge-based competition (Bucic, 2012) . Organizational knowledge emerges when sense making, knowledge creation and decision making are connected to each other, and when a deliberate and frequent flow of information is applied to glue the three areas together, the result is, for example, innovation (Choo, 2001) . However, employees need to be trained and educated before they can have a positive impact on the innovation process (Smith et al., 2008) , but there is also a need for competence in the hiring of qualified personnel to participate in innovative projects (Francois et al., 2002) and use knowledge in an appropriate way, as knowledge itself does not generate any value (Hung et al., 2010) . One practical way of using knowledge is to focus on the different stakeholders' changing interests during an innovation project, since knowing the nature of the interests and perceptions of the involved parties at a certain critical point leads to possible ways of engaging, which in turn may help to create a satisfying outcome from the innovation process (Weisenfeld, 2003) . Another way of using knowledge is to bridge the diverse knowledge of members in a multifunctional team so knowledge gaps that are too large do not open (Jablokow and Booth, 2006) . Knowledge networks require direct and intense interaction between individuals with relevant knowledge and expertise, enabled within the structure of a socially embedded network. Tacit knowledge is often referred to as the "know-how" that individuals acquire through experience or learned from behavior in a collective context and is more slowly transferred through boundaries than explicit knowledge. Despite the understanding of interactive learning as core of innovation, tacit knowledge is often so embedded within the individual that she may be unaware of its importance (Dooley et al., 2013) . The input perspective is dependent on the individual and enterprise's ability to know where to acquire tacit knowledge, as well as the enterprise's ability to JIM 5, 3 (2017) A key knowledge action is therefore to obtain tacit knowledge from people who are not necessarily only employees (internal to the enterprise), but can also be sources external to the enterprise, such as clients, suppliers or competitors. The output perspective is dependent on the individual's ability to convert the conveyed tacit knowledge into his or her own tacit knowledge. The key knowledge action is therefore to transform individual tacit knowledge into new, shared tacit knowledge. This process is possible only through frequent face-to-face contact between parties, which is dependent on geographical and social closeness. There is also a need for intensive communication in both the short term and the long term (Esterhuizen et al., 2012) . The key to obtaining a long-term competitive advantage is not to be found in the administration of existing knowledge, but in the ability to constantly generate new knowledge. The process of generating knowledge can be categorized into four different knowledge-creation processes, as identified by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) : socialization, externalization, combination and internalization. The literature provides a strong basis for the argument that knowledge management, and more specifically knowledge creation processes, could be used to improve an enterprise's innovation capability maturity (Esterhuizen et al., 2012) . Knowledge management. Knowledge management (KM) is defined as the formalized approach to managing the creation, transfer, retention, and utilization of an enterprise's explicit and tacit knowledge assets (Amalia and Nugroho, 2011; Cepeda and Vera 2007; Palacios et al., 2009; Plessis, 2007) , and the term refers to intellectual capital (Masoulas, 1998; Plessis, 2007) including human capital, structural capital, and relational capital (Gaimon and Bailey, 2013; Mentzas, 2004) . Knowledge management also includes innovation capital, which serves the purpose of increasing process management skills, facilitating collaboration and assisting in building competencies (Plessis, 2007; Shang et al., 2009) , where important action to bring into the innovation capital of KM (i.e. innovation processes) are search, capture, articulate, contextualize, apply, evaluate, support and re-innovate (Tranfield et al., 2003) . Organizations with well-developed knowledge management practices and behaviors are more innovative (Kamhawi, 2012; Liao and Wu, 2010) , more competitive and earn more money (Loan, 2006; McGurk and Baron, 2012) , and a well-developed KM strategy is considered one reason for such success (López-Nicolás and Merono-Cerdán, 2011) . KM is built on two dimensions, according to Palacios et al. (2009) : principles and practices. Principles, referring to a higher level of research that is more abstract or related to ideas and practices, refer to tools and techniques to be used (Rogers, 1998) for meaningful learning (e.g. customer knowledge management to collect valuable information from the customers) (Coviello and Joseph, 2012; Gibbert et al., 2002; Hidalgo and Albors, 2008; Johannessen, 2008; McGurk and Baron, 2012) , to establish measurement tools for performance (Chourides et al., 2003) and to identify gaps organizations' internal and external knowledge by focusing on people, processes and technology (Maqsood and Finegan, 2009 ). Both exploration and exploitation have significant effects on innovation, and leaders play an important role in establishing the organizational conditions and infrastructure that facilitates KM (Donate and Guadamillas, 2011) , such as ICT López-Nicolás and Merono-Cerdán, 2011; Smith et al., 2008) . One JIM 5, 3 (2017) way of reducing costly slack in production and providing slack to create innovations is to combine TQM with KM (Honarpour et al., 2012) . By extension, KM must also be adjusted the company´s size, accepting that small companies turn to their networks outward to manage innovation challenges, and large companies find ways to make their organizations feel smaller by creating project-based units (Andriopoulos and Lewis, 2010) . This description aligns with agile organizations that have the ability to constantly sense competitive opportunities and threats and respond through innovative solutions in the form of, for instance, new products and processes by having the ability to quickly arrange the required knowledge and assets to innovate and react to a changing environment (Kamhawi, 2012) Effective KM also contributes to organizational learning, which forms a bridge between knowledge management and organizational innovation (Liao and Wu, 2010) . The most competitive organizations are those with the ability to learn (i.e. to incorporate learning processes and knowledge creation into everyday operations and management where much of the learning involves converting knowledge from tacit to explicit forms) (Heffner and Sharif, 2008) . As knowledge has been created, it must also be shared to become useful to the organization (McAdam, 2000) , and this sharing is enabled thorough strategy and leadership, corporate culture, people, and information technology (Yesil et al., 2013) , along with how knowledge flows in, across and out of the organization (McGurk and Baron, 2012). Mind-set. People deal with the uncertainty and risk on a daily basis, but understandings of whatever uncertainty or risk is dangerous or is needed to be avoided or eliminated are personal. These understandings are powerful determinants for the tolerance of risk and uncertainty, both collectively and individually, but they are constructed, which makes risk and uncertainty neither objective nor subjective. Communication based on experience is commonly used to explore what affect a certain risk or uncertainty will have in a specific situation, potentially resulting in creative solutions. Because of their subjective nature, however, perceptions of risk and uncertainty are bound to the particular experience of an individual or of a group of people (Anderson, 2011) . When a person is slightly biased in a pro-innovation way, this person may have a considerable performance advantage in many circumstances, for instance, in medium to highly complex, constant environments, when long-term considerations matter, and when firms search locally. However, a pro-innovation bias that is too distinct will make the search process inefficient and result in an exploration trap (Baumann and Martignoni, 2011) . One risk that employees fear is to make fools out of themselves, and this fear relates to an organization's tolerance for trying out ideas that may fail, which makes employees unwilling to try and innovate or engage in activities apart from their day-to-day work. This problem may be overcome by spelling out the risk and what consequences an initiative will have (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). Innovation is a highly sophisticated knowledge and cognitive process. One of the key insights of an "enabling approach to innovation" is that it starts with a process of deep observation, investigation and comprehension of the object of innovation and its systemic context. To succeed, though, one must be active in the process of seeking the newness (Peschl and Fundneider, 2012) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) A positive attitude influences innovation as well, since a humorous atmosphere and, active celebration of success, and verification stories of success throughout the organization motivate employees and team work (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). By extension, playing at work may stretch network boundaries to both individuals and digital equipment (Brooks and Bowker, 2011) . The creation of self-efficacy may increase one's motivation, creating greater eagerness to pursue individual ideas and more effective use of cognitive resources and having a positive effect on innovative behavior and climate (Denti and Hemlin, 2012) . The same is true when building up a "we-can-do-it" mind-set (Gil et al., 2005) . Selfefficacy can be built through positive feedback on conducted work; even though the work itself may be average, the positive feedback results in greater creativity and problem-solving skills. As a result, personal initiative is taken in terms of individual and team engagement in work tasks beyond the work contract, but successful team work is characterized by trust, vision, the aim of excellence, participative safety, and support for innovation, which together are likely to secure high levels of innovation (Denti and Hemlin, 2012; Kianto, 2011) . However, innovation is also the art of individuals who triumph over the status quo, which includes asking questions, teaching oneself new skills, taking action, adapting and collaborating, and believing in strong results (Nanda and Singh, 2009 ). To make this happen, the individual must have the willingness to conduct these activities (López-Fernández et al., 2011) , and this willingness is fostered by organizational culture (Smith et al. 2008) . Time. Time has been discussed in two perspectives when developing innovative and competitive products. One perspective is to use time as a key component within the product itself (i.e. to save time by reducing steps in manufacturing processes or organizing sites strategically to reduce the shipping time of components or products) (Fields, 2006) . The other perspective refers to actual time for innovation work. To foster a creative milieu, which is important for innovation, one must not only have information but also enough time to engage, process and reflect on that information at all stages of a project (Anderson, 2011 (Anderson, , 2013 Smith et al., 2008) . For example, available time for idea development or technical solutions is of essence for innovation work. The more time a designer spends on defining, framing and understanding the problem, the more likely it is that a creative result will be achieved (Ross et al., 2012) . JIM 5, 3 (2017) 
Conclusion and future work
The collected data were clustered into the categories of innovation enablers that enable innovation team to conduct innovation work. Out of 211 identified articles, 47 contributed with data to more than one innovation enabler, as seen in Table 5 . The identified enablers were organized by levels: organizational, team, and individual. In total, 20 innovation enablers were detected. Significant results were that 39 articles referred to "collaboration" as an innovation enabler, and three articles referred to "need" as an innovation enabler. As mentioned in the research design, only articles where the author(s) provided content to the innovation enabler were collected, so if there was no explanation from which an action could be taken, the article was rejected. The findings revealed a complex picture in which descriptions of the innovation enablers overlap and intervene with each other, making them dependent on each other, to some extent. For example, management as an innovation enabler is to a certain extent one of the most powerful elements, as managers may terminate an innovation team on an official basis; on the other hand, management is not important at all, as an innovation team's dedication may have the power to move mountains and may continue working regardless of management's approval or support. Another example is "climate," concerning which the researchers include factors such as leadership, time for innovation, and so forth, and as such refer to "management." However, within this review, the thematic analysis has focused on factors that enable innovation teams' innovation work, by which the author could offer content to the enabler.
Additionally, this review also focuses on innovation enablers from the innovation team's point of view. Based on the results, a list of innovation enablers is suggested where the main keywords in each one of the innovation enablers are made explicit out. These innovation enablers too overlap and depend on each other, but the list provides an understanding and holistic overview of what factors enable innovation teams to conduct innovation work. 
Innovation enablers [alphabetical order]
Awareness (E.g. ability to "see" invisible or unrevealed innovation related opportunities)
Capabilities (E.g. skills related to management or work in an innovation project)
Climate (E.g. OK to fail-, let's try-, let's do-mentality in work environment)
Collaboration (E.g. x-functional teams, collaboration between departments, suppliers and customers, open innovation, networks)
Culture (E.g. norms and invisible rules within the organization, "this is how we do it here"mentality)
Dedication (E.g. factors making one feel dedicated, motivated or stimulated to work in innovation projects)
Economy (E.g. budget, non-monetary resources)
Education (E.g. innovation-related training in theory and practice)
Empowerment (E.g. trust to take one's own decisions regarding resources to spend on tasks to do, autonomy, interdependence)
Entre-/ intrapreneurship (E.g. doers that make things happen)
Human resources (E.g. access to other colleagues that could contribute to innovation project, sharing competence and contributing to reduce bottle necks.)
Incentives (E.g. monetary and non-monetary rewards)
Knowledge (E.g. regarding innovation and expertise in an innovation project topic) Knowledge management (E.g. knowledge in how to use knowledge or how to fill knowledge gaps related to the innovation project)
Management (E.g. project managers, leadership, management support related to the innovation project)
Mind-set (E.g. self-confidence "I can," contributing "I share," want-to develop company, pro-innovation bias "I like," free-will "I want to")
Need (E.g. explicit and clarified need to solve for customer, organization… The "why we should do this")
Processes (E.g. innovation process, models and best practice that guides from idea to product JIM 5, 3 (2017) This review the area of innovation enablers from the perspective of innovation teams led the research to include also the organizational and members' perspective of an innovation team as well. This research demonstrates that innovation enablers are difficult to separate, as they interact with each other. However, 20 different innovation enablers were identified as key factors for innovation teams' innovation work, as demonstrated in Table 7 . Contribution to prior research. This research contributes to prior research by focusing on innovation enablers for innovation teams to conduct innovation work. The main contribution is to provide a holistic picture through which the scattered research field is collected, including the context of the innovation team: the organizational and team members' perspectives. Unlike many other reviews, it contributes by not only reviewing the research and identifying innovation enablers in a bullet-point list, but by also providing descriptions of what the innovation enabler is based on, making it usable for further research and practical application. Practical applications of the results. Suggested practical use of the identified innovation enablers include, for example, the identification of innovation team's need when conducting innovation work, using the listed of innovation enablers as a checklist to fill gaps of important innovation enablers by identifying what enablers are fulfilled or not. Thus, Table 7 represents a practical template to be used as a checklist or toolkit. Limitations within this review. As pointed out above, an innovation team admits of consideration vis a vis three different characteristics, each with a direct impact on the innovation team. However, there are other factors as well, such as policies, political directions and regional factors that affect an innovation team's innovation work directly or indirectly, but these aspects have been excluded from this review. The selected papers were identified using a specific selection methodology based on synonyms used in combination to cover a broad area of research, where papers with relevant content may not have been detected due to the author's use of other terminology than that deployed in this research, which may then affect the results. Suggested future research. This review demonstrates innovation enablers that enable innovation teams to conduct innovation work. However, the review does not demonstrate to what degree they enable an innovation team to conduct innovation work or to what degree they are important to an innovation team. Based on this review, one cannot claim that one innovation enabler is more important than another one; rather, the review serves a greater understanding of what factors prior research suggest to be enablers of success for innovation teams. Therefore, suggestions of future research are to study the importance of innovation enablers to identify the degree to which they are important or not to innovation teams when conducting innovation work, to identify what innovation enablers are most important relative to the others, and to determine whether the importance of innovation enablers varies
